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amount of refunds due them,” it is a
matter of public record that a group of
Northwest utilities—net purchasers in
the West’s dysfunctional power mar-
kets—submitted a claim for $680 mil-
lion, as well as documentation and a
proposed methodology for calculating
those refunds.

That notwithstanding, this is a si-
lence the Commission itself cannot, in
the interest of fairness, sustain. FERC
must seek an equitable solution for the
Northwest. In order to do that I believe
it is critical that FERC recognize some
fundamental differences between the
Northwest and California energy mar-
kets—and that fundamental fairness
requires that refunds go to customers
in California and the Northwest.

First, FERC needs to recognize that
most Northwest participants in the
California markets are load-serving
utilities. These load-serving utilities
are responsible for a very small per-
centage of the power sold into the Cali-
fornia market—certainly no more than
4 percent—and they are clearly not the
parties that broke the market. Fur-
ther, many in the Northwest, espe-
cially the Bonneville Power Adminis-
tration, have been partners in helping
solve the California problem by Kkeep-
ing the lights on during emergencies,
at costs to the Northwest that cannot
necessarily easily be quantified—par-
ticularly when one takes into account
the Northwest’s endangered species and
salmon issues, and the delicate balance
we work hard to achieve. Every time
we generate power, it is quite a deli-
cate balance.

Unlike power marketers or merchant
generators, Northwest utilities operate
under a statutory obligation to meet
all their customers’ electricity needs.
Further, our region’s power supply is
essentially based on hydropower. A full
78 percent of Washington state’s gen-
eration comes from hydropower. As has
been made painfully clear by this
year’s drought—which has amounted to
the second worst year of drought on
record in the history of our State—the
vagaries of hydroelectric production
require that our utilities make other
wholesale power purchases to meed
load. In keeping with reasonable util-
ity planning practices, these compa-
nies buy a portfolio of products of
varying duration.

This points to a second, fundamental
difference between the Northwest and
California markets: Whereas California
utilities were forced, under the State’s
restructuring law, to make all of their
purchases in a centralized hour-ahead
or day-ahead market, we have no such
centralized market in the Northwest.
While we do have very short-term bi-
lateral markets, our utilities have tra-
ditionally only used these to balance
the difference between forecasted and
actual loads, streamflows, weather con-
ditions, and other similar factors.

Unlike the California ISO market,
the Northwest utilities rely heavily on
“forward” or long-term contracts that
last for periods varying from a month
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ahead to a quarter or two or even
longer.

But these contracts have been closely
affected by the skyrocketing spot mar-
ket prices in California. It is thus abso-
lutely crucial, for the purposes of its
refund proceeding, that the FERC rec-
ognize that power prices throughout
the West—and not just in spot mar-
kets, but in these forward contracts as
well—are unjust and unreasonable.
Washington State’s prices have moved
in lockstep with the spot market
prices.

In its June 19 order, the Commission
itself commented on this, stating that
there is a ‘‘critical interdependence
among prices in the ISO’s organized
spot markets, the prices in the bilat-
eral spot markets in California and the
rest of the West, and the prices in for-
ward markets.”

So the Commission itself has recog-
nized the relationship between these
prices. Indeed, when one compares for-
ward contract prices in the Northwest
with spot market rates both within the
region and in California over the last
year, they show a correlation of more
than 80 percent on a monthly average
basis; that is, forward prices in the
Northwest have moved in tandem with
California’s prices, which the Commis-
sion has deemed unjust and unreason-
able. It is these forward prices that
have largely driven the rate increases
in the Northwest.

It is clear, then, that any FERC re-
fund order that seeks to treat all West-
ern participants fairly, as the Power
Act says it must, must recognize the
relationship between spot markets and
forward markets.

Simply put, any refund policy must
not disadvantage the utilities in the
Northwest because of the contractual
mechanism they have used to acquire
power.

Let me just touch on the case of BPA
because I mentioned it earlier.
Throughout this crisis, BPA has re-
sponded to the California ISO’s urgent
calls for power supply when the State
was teetering on the edge of rolling
blackouts. In fact, on three separate
occasions, the Department of Energy
issued emergency orders directing Bon-
neville to sell power into the State of
California. It should also be noted,
however, that California entities have
yet to repay BPA for about $100 million
of these transactions.

As one of these entities has entered
into bankruptcy, it remains question-
able how the Northwest will ever re-
ceive this $100 million repayment.
Meanwhile, BPA has at times drawn
down its reservoirs, arguably compro-
mising the reliability of Northwest
power system to aid California. So
while BPA has sold into the California
spot market, it has actually been a net
purchaser during the crisis, when one
takes into account its forward con-
tracts. And when faced with the vola-
tile energy prices throughout the West,
Bonneville earlier this year made the
difficult decision to pay consumers to
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curtail their loads rather than to ven-
ture into the market.

I mentioned various of those efforts
earlier in my remarks about the alu-
minum industry. Bonneville and the
Northwest customers it serves have
been victims of the power -crisis
touched off by this experimentation in
partial deregulation, which has created
this dysfunctional market.

In conclusion, it is important that
the Commission act fairly and that my
State’s utilities not be penalized for
sales into California when they have
been forced to purchase power at a
similar unjust and unreasonable rate.

It is very important that the Com-
mission work toward a solution that
gives the Northwest refunds, just as it
is promising to do in California. FERC
must work towards a comprehensive
settlement that addresses the claims of
both California and the Northwest. In
order to reach an equitable solution, it
must acknowledge the fundamental
differences in the two markets. I be-
lieve a fair outcome requires FERC to
take a few simple steps.

First, FERC must recognize an ines-
capable commonsense conclusion: that
all Western power markets have been
dysfunctional for quite some time. The
Commission’s duty under the Federal
Power Act is to ensure just and reason-
able rates in all markets at all times.
I urge the Commission to act in accord-
ance with section 309 of the Power Act
in doing this.

Second, power prices have been un-
just regardless of the type of market
which the Northwest operates in. The
fact is, we in the Northwest have a dif-
ferent market than California, and
FERC simply cannot use the same for-
mula when calculating refunds for our
consumers. It must take into account
both forward and long-term contracts.
Those utilities that can, using this
methodology, demonstrate a legiti-
mate complaint should receive refunds.

Third, FERC must not leave the
Northwest behind. Northwest utilities
must be allowed to plead their case
during the upcoming evidentiary hear-
ing.

Finally, repayments of amounts due
to the Northwest for sales into Cali-
fornia must be an integral part of any
refund calculation.

I call on the FERC Commissioners to
incorporate these principles into a re-
fund policy for the Northwest. It is in-
disputable that the Northwest has been
harmed. Now it is up to FERC to take
the action to mitigate those damages
and to repay the consumers in Wash-
ington State.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from West Virginia is recognized.

THE GREAT COMPROMISE

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, 214 years
ago today, on July 16, 1787, the mem-
bers of the Constitutional Convention
agreed to what is known as the Great
Compromise. Edmund Randolph, on
May 29, 1787, had introduced the ‘‘Vir-
ginia Plan’’, drafted by James Madison,
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which provided for a Senate and a
House of Representatives and would re-
place the unicameral legislature under
the Articles of Confederation. Ran-
dolph had described the plan as de-
signed to promote ‘‘peace, harmony,
happiness, and liberty.”” Under the Vir-
ginia plan, both Houses of Congress
would be apportioned by population, an
arrangement that would favor larger
states like Virginia, the State of Penn-
sylvania, the State of Massachusetts.

On June 15, William Patterson had
countered with the ‘““New Jersey’’ plan,
which was really a series of amend-
ments designed to strengthen rather
than replace the Articles of Confed-
eration. Its supporters, representing
the smaller States, worried that the
Virginia Plan went too far in creating
a central government and that it would
diminish the power of the individual
States. However, the Delegates re-
jected the New Jersey Plan and com-
mitted themselves to the creation of a
new form of government.

The smaller States had lost the first
battle, but they had enough votes to
keep the Convention from succeeding,
unless it was agreed that the new gov-
ernment would firmly protect their
rights, the rights of the smaller States.
They demanded the same equality of
the States that had existed under the
Articles of Confederation. On July 1,
the Convention split 5 to 5 on the issue.
The Georgia Delegates were split and
did not vote. This tie represented a
deadlock between the conflicting de-
mands of the larger and smaller States.

When the Convention recessed to cel-
ebrate the Fourth of July, the Dele-
gates appointed a special Committee to
solve the dispute. Elbridge Gerry of
Massachusetts chaired the Committee
which devised a compromise that ap-
portioned the House by population and
gave the states equality in the Senate.
Inasmuch as the idea for the special
Committee had been proposed by Roger
Sherman, a Connecticut Delegate, the
“Great Compromise’ is also known as
the ‘“‘Connecticut Compromise.’”’ In pro-
moting the plan, William Samuel
Johnson of Connecticut explained that
under this arrangement the two Houses
of Congress would be ‘halves of a
unique whole.”

The Great Compromise is one of the
more momentous events in our coun-
try’s history. Most people are probably
unaware of it or have forgotten their
high school days during which they
should have learned about it. But for
the Great Compromise, the course of
our country’s history might have been
forever altered.

Fortunately for us, the men who at-
tended the Philadelphia Convention
were some of the ablest and brightest
leaders of the time, in fact, of any
time. What a gathering that was. Never
before, since the Last Supper at which
our Lord sat and broke bread with
those about the table, was there a
gathering like ths one in Philadelphia,
214 years ago today.

What a gathering that was! Never be-
fore had there been such an abundance
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of wisdom and learning, grace and dig-
nity—not since the Roman Senate had
gathered and been observed by Cineas,
the Ambassador of Pyrrhus, King of
Epirus, who visited the Roman Senate
at the behest of Pyrrhus.

Cineas, the philosopher, was charged
by Pyrrhus to present a peace proposal
to the Roman Senate. Cineas had
brought with him bribes for Roman
Senators. He had brought with him
rich robes for the wives of Senators.
But he had found no takers—none.
Cineas was impressed. The sight of this
great city, the city of Rome of the
seven hills, its austere manner, and its
patriotic zeal, struck Cineas with ad-
miration. When he had heard the delib-
erations of the Roman Senate and he
had observed its men, he reported to
Pyrrhus that here was no mere gath-
ering of venal politicians, here was no
haphazard council of mediocre minds,
but, in dignity and statesmanship,
veritably ‘‘an assemblage of kings.”

How fortunate to have been one of
the members of the Constitutional
Convention. Never before or after,
since conclaves on Mount Olympus, at-
tended by the ‘‘gods of Greece” in
Rome, has there been a gathering like
it. From Virginia alone, there were
George Washington, James Madison,
George Mason, Edmund Randolph.
From Massachusetts, there were El-
bridge Gerry and Rufus King. From
Pennsylvania, there were James Wil-
son, Benjamin Franklin, and the man
with the peg leg, Gouverneur Morris.
And from New York, there was the
great Alexander Hamilton—small in
stature but large in wisdom. Here was
a constitutional ‘“‘dream team’’ for the
ages. Fifty-five men, in all, presented
their credentials at the Convention,
representing every State, save one—
Rhode Island. And with passion and
gusto, they had set about devising a
plan that would create a new nation.

In our own time, in these sometimes
disgustingly partisan days, many of us
are prone to overlook the tremendous
physical and mental effort expended in
drafting the Constitution. In reading
this short document—here it is, the
Constitution of the United States. I
hold it in my hand. In reading this
short document with its precise and
careful phrases, it is easy to forget the
toil, the sweat, the prayers, the con-
cerns, the frustrations, the shouting,
and the argumentation and the think-
ing and the pleading and the speeches
that went into its creation during that
hot Philadelphia summer.

Progress was so slow that upon one
occasion, we will remember that Ben-
jamin Franklin, the oldest man in the
gathering, stood to his feet and ad-
dressed the chair in which sat Gen.
George Washington. He said:

Sir, I have lived a long time, and the
longer I live the more convincing proof I see
that God still governs in the affairs of men.
And if a sparrow cannot fall to the ground
without our Father’s notice, is it possible
that we can build an empire without our Fa-
ther’s aid?

The greatest sticking point, and the
most threatening that was encountered
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in framing the Constitution, according
to Madison, was the question of wheth-
er States should be represented in Con-
gress equally or on the basis of popu-
lation. The question was far from aca-
demic. The small States feared that
they would be swallowed up in a more
centralized union; The Constitution
must be acceptable to the small States,
as well as to the large States. The
large States of Virginia, Massachu-
setts, and Pennsylvania were looked
upon by the smaller States with fear
and distress. The small States feared
that a Congress based on population
would be dominated by the large
States. Virginia would have 16 times as
many votes as would Delaware. And
this fact led New Jersey’s Delegates to
declare that they would not be safe to
allow Virginia to have such power.
They rejected the Virginia Plan, which
had been presented by Gov. Edmund
Randolph, and they proposed a Con-
gress with a single legislative chamber
in which the States had an equal vote,
as had been the case with the Congress
under the Articles of Confederation.

The Continental Congress had been a
single chamber. It was followed by the
Congress under the Articles of Confed-
eration in 1781, again a unilateral legis-
lative branch. It was the legislative, it
was the executive, and to a degree it
was the judicial—all in one. There was
no chief executive, no president, no
king, in the form of an individual. Con-
gress was the executive under the Con-
federation.

There had been days and weeks of
prolonged and acrimonious debate, but
the issue had not been resolved. There
were suggestions that the State bound-
aries should be redrawn so that the
States would all be of roughly the same
size. Connecticut advanced a proposal,
initially made by Roger Sherman, call-
ing for equal representation of States
in the Senate. This had failed to win
support, with James Madison, surpris-
ingly, labeling it as unjust.

Can you hear the rafters ring? The
doors were closed. Sentries were at the
door. Nobody outside knew what was
going on. Rufus King of Massachusetts
had angrily announced that he would
not listen to any talk of equal rep-
resentation in the Senate. James Wil-
son of Pennsylvania maintained that
the small States had nothing to fear
from the larger States. Whereupon,
Gunning Bedford of Delaware retorted,
“I do not, gentlemen, trust you.” And
he warned his colleagues that the small
States might form a confederation
among themselves, or even find ‘‘some
foreign ally of more honor and good
faith who will take them by the hand
and do them justice.”

Can’t you sense the tense feeling of
the moment? Of course, Bedford was
roundly rebuked for his words, but the
threat of foreign alliances hovered
above the Convention in the stale and
sticky summer air. There was no air-
conditioning, much like it was in this
Chamber until 1929. That was the year
of the great stock market crash—1929.
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That same year, though, air-condi-
tioning came to the Senate Chamber.
Ah, how great it is—air-conditioning.
Efforts to resolve this question, this
nettlesome question ‘‘nearly termi-
nated in a dissolution of the Conven-
tion”’—it came just that close. Wash-
ington, who kept his thoughts mostly
to himself, confided to Alexander Ham-
ilton in July that he ‘“almost de-
spaired” of success. Roger Sherman of
Connecticut lamented that ‘‘it seems
we have got to a point that we cannot
move one way or another.”

But the Delegates finally did settle
the question on Monday, July 16, 1787—
there it was—Monday, just as today—
on Monday, July 16, some 2 months
after the Convention began. The mat-
ter was finally resolved.

It may have been a fear of failure
that led the delegates to settle the
matter, because they knew that the
country’s future was in their hands.
Exhaustion may have played a part, for
the members had already spent many
long days and nights in heated debate
in this vert heated, small Chamber. It
may have been because of the heat that
had tormented them for so long. Or
perhaps the open exchange of opinions
in that wrenching but vital process of
debating and questioning and argu-
mentation. Franklin had described the
Convention as ‘‘groping in the
dark to find political truth’’; perhaps
they had at last stumbled upon it. In
any event, on that great day, 214 years
ago, the Delegates agreed that Con-
gress would be composed of a Senate
with equal representation for each
state and a House based on propor-
tional representation. This was the
Great Compromise. That is what it was
called then, and that is what it has
been called ever since—the Great Com-
promise.

Thank God for the Great Com-
promise. The Senator from New Mex-
ico, who is now presiding over this Sen-
ate, would not be here were it not for
the Great Compromise. The people who
sit at the bar, the officers of the Sen-
ate, the pages of the Senate, the gal-
leries of the Senate, the Democratic
whip, Senator REID of Nevada, would
not be here were it not for the Great
Compromise. I would not be here. None
of us would be here. Think of that.

The outcome of the Convention had
for so many days held by a single
thread. At the very first session of the
Convention, when the Delegates pre-
sented their credentials, it had been
noted that the members from Delaware
were prohibited from changing the Ar-
ticle in the Confederation which de-
clared that ‘‘in determining questions
in the United States in Congress as-
sembled, each state shall have one
vote.” Delegates from the small states
had declared that ‘‘no modification
whatever could reconcile the smaller
States to the least diminution of their
equal sovereignty.”” They would have
left Philadelphia without accom-
plishing their goal.

After weeks of anxious debate, it had
been voted that the ‘“‘rule of suffrage in
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the first branch ought not to be accord-
ing to that established in the Articles
of Confederation”. In other words, the
Delegates from the large states suc-
ceeded in defeating equal representa-
tion in the lower branch—Ellsworth
moved that ‘‘the rule of suffrage in the
second branch be the same with that
established by the Articles of Confed-
eration.” In supporting this motion he
declared that he was ‘‘not sorry on the
whole that the vote just passed, had de-
termined against this rule in the first
branch. He hoped it would become a
ground of compromise with regard to
the second branch.”

Ellsworth later said: “We were partly
national; partly federal. The propor-
tional representation in the first
branch was conformable to the na-
tional principle and would secure the
large states against the small. An
equality of votes was conformable to
the federal principle and was necessary
to secure the small States against the
large.”

This conciliatory proposal formed
the basis of the most important com-
promise in the history of this Repub-
lic—the Great Compromise, probably
the greatest single compromise ever
reached in the history of the human
race. The Great Compromise.

Its acceptance was not easily at-
tained. Wilson feared minority rule
when one-third of the population in
seven States might dominate two-
thirds in six States. Ellsworth insisted
that this fear of minority rule was
groundless—groundless. Madison had
considered suggesting that representa-
tion in one branch should be computed
according to the number of free inhab-
itants only and in the other branch ac-
cording to the whole number, counting
the slaves as if free.

When Ellsworth’s motion for allow-
ing each State an equal vote in the sec-
ond branch was brought to a vote, it
was lost by a tie. This deadlock gave
rise to tense debate. Can you imagine
the tension in that Chamber? We have
seen tensions in this Chamber during
the great debate, the great civil rights
debate, the Civil Rights Act of 1964—
tension—the North and the South pit-
ted against each other, and the great
tensions during the Panama Canal de-
bates.

The result was the adoption of a pro-
posal that a special committee con-
sisting of one member from each State
should be appointed to devise and re-
port some compromise. Three days
later, on July 5, the committee pre-
sented two recommendations ‘‘on the
condition that both shall be generally
adopted.”

The first recommendation, in effect,
provided that in the first branch of the
legislature each state would have one
Representative for every 40,000 inhab-
itants, counting three-fifths of the
slaves; and that all bills for raising or
appropriating money should originate
in the lower branch and not be altered
or amended by the second branch; and
that no money should be drawn from
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the public treasury but in pursuance of
appropriations to be originated in the
first branch. According to the second

recommendation, each State was to
have an equal vote in the second
branch.

This compromise proposal was under
debate for 10 days. And you know
what? Madison hoped for its rejection.
But on the morning of July 16, today,
214 years ago, God be thanked for the
rising of the sun that morning 214
years ago—the whole compromise was
adopted.

But the vote was close. Five states—
Connecticut, New Jersey, Delaware,
Maryland, and North Carolina—had
voted ‘‘aye’’; four states—Pennsyl-
vania, Virginia, South Carolina, and
Georgia—had voted ‘‘no’’; while Massa-
chusetts’ four votes were equally di-
vided. Thus, this momentous question
had been decided by one vote!

Without the Great Compromise, it is
hard to see how the Federal Conven-
tion could have proceeded; since the
beginning it had been cause for battle.
The effort to resolve it, Luther Martin
had written later, ‘“‘nearly terminated
in a dissolution of the Convention.”
Swords stacked upon swords and
shields upon shields.

The small states were jubilant over
the compromise; the large states,
alarmed, tried to reorganize, recover
their position. The rules of the Conven-
tion would have let them reconsider
the subject, but it was hopeless. The
large states knew that they were beat-
en, and, after July 17, they let the
question die. From then on, matters
moved more easily, the little states
were more ready to meet the big states
and were willing to yield on many
questions. They felt safe, and they
were no longer threatened by Virginia,
Pennsylvania, Massachusetts, to them,
the towering bullies. Caleb Strong told
his colleagues in Boston that the fed-
eral Convention had been ‘‘nigh break-
ing up,” but for the compromise. Lu-
ther Martin declared in Annapolis that
even Dr. Franklin had only conceded to
equality in the Senate when he found
that no other terms would be accepted.

Catherine Drinker Bowen, in her
book, ‘“Miracle at Philadelphia,” states
that Madison ‘‘in his old age sat down
a clear testimony in letters to his
friends. The threatened contest in the
federal Convention, he said, had not
turned, as most men supposed, on the
degree of power to be granted to the
central government but rather on ‘the
rule by which the states should be rep-
resented and vote in the government’.
They questioned ‘the most threatening
that was encountered in framing the
Constitution.””” Those were Madison’s
words.

Mr. President, we should thank Prov-
idence for this miraculous document.
Let me hold it again in my hand. There
it is, the Constitution of the United
States. We should thank Providence
because Providence had to smile upon
this gathering of illustrious men.
Never had such a gathering of men, a
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gathering of superior minds, taken
place anywhere in the world. We should
thank Providence for this document.

One thing is clear: Without the Great
Compromise, the Senate of the United
States would not exist, for this body
was conceived on that day 214 years
ago. In Philadelphia, when the Framers
agreed to an upper house of Congress in
which each State—small, like West
Virginia, which did not exist then but
very surely exists now—would have an
equal number of votes, each State
would have equal representation.

The Senate is the forum that was
born on that day. But for the Great
Compromise, this beloved institution—
the Senate—to which so many of us
have dedicated our lives and our hopes
and our reputations, our strength and
our talents and our visions—might
never have seen the light of day, let
alone played an often pivotal and dra-
matic role in our national history over
the course of more than two centuries.

The Chamber in which we sit today
owes its existence to that remarkable
instance of compromise and concilia-
tion.

But for that Compromise, no Senator
could wear the great title of Senator.

It recalls to my mind Majorian, who,
in the year 457 A.D. when he was made
emperor of the west, said he was “‘A
prince who still glories in the name of
‘Senator.””” None of us would be here
today—the pages who are here, the
Presiding Officer, the officers of the
Senate—none of us would be here
today. Thank God for the United
States Senate. Thank God for the
Great Compromise that was reached by
the Framers on that day so long ago in
Philadelphia.

The Romans spoke of the SPQR—
Senatus Populusque Romanus: The
Senate and the Roman people. Let us
today, looking back on that great vic-
tory of our Framers 214 years ago,
think in those Roman terms about our
own Republic—Senatus Populusque
Americanus.

Mr. REID. Before the Senator from
West Virginia leaves the floor, I would
like to say to him I watched most ev-
erything from my office and came to
watch the finish.

I remind the Senator, when you were
the Democratic leader, you allowed
this young freshman Senator to go to
the 200th anniversary of the Great
Compromise in Philadelphia. We took a
train over there. I had just come from
the House of Representatives. It was
1987, as I recall. It was a wonderful ex-
perience to do the reenactment. You
brought back many memories.

I say to my friend, the distinguished
Senator from West Virginia, presently
many people in America are thinking
about the Founding Fathers. The rea-
son they are doing that is because of
the great work David McCullough has
written about John Adams, the forgot-
ten President. It is on the best seller
list. It is a straight history book, very
well written. I still have about 70 or 80
pages to go. But as I said, he is a man
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to whom we have not, until now, paid
much attention. He was the first Vice
President, the person who became our
second President. He was involved from
the very beginning with the very dif-
ficult decisions made by this country.
He spent 7 years of his life in Europe.
He had never traveled at all. He trav-
eled to Europe, trying to work out
things during the Revolutionary War.
It is a wonderful story.

Truth is stranger than fiction. As the
Senator from West Virginia has so well
portrayed here today, every day we
should be thankful, in whatever private
time we have. We should think about
how fortunate we are to be able to be
part of this Government and especially
to be part of this Senate, which was
the Great Compromise.

I extend my appreciation to my
friend for reminding us of how fortu-
nate, how blessed we are to be able to
be part of this Senate and to represent
the people from the various States we
represent. To think, as a result of this
Great Compromise, we have developed
a country that is certainly imperfect
but, based on this tiny little docu-
ment—which, by the way, is signed by
Robert C. Byrd—even though imper-
fect, is the finest set of standards, the
finest country in the history of the
world to rule the affairs of men and
women.

Again I express my deep appreciation
to the Senator from West Virginia for
tearing at my heart a little bit, recog-
nizing what a real patriot is. The Sen-
ator from West Virginia exemplifies
that.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I thank my
friend for his observations.

He might well have sat in that gal-
lery of men who debated, who dis-
agreed, who compromised, who agreed,
and who wrote that document. He cher-
ishes it. He carries it in his pocket.

Yes, I very well remember that occa-
sion when we went to Philadelphia. Our
friend, Senator DOMENICI, the Senator
from New Mexico, was there that same
day.

Mr. DOMENICI. Yes, sir.

Mr. BYRD. Yes, I remember that day.
I am glad we three were blessed, among
others, in our being able to attend that
celebration in the City of Brotherly
Love, on that august occasion.

The Senator’s reference to David
McCullough reminds me of what a
great part women have played in the
creation of this country. Senator REID
has mentioned John Adams. John
Adams’ best friend, his most trusted
confident—and that is the way it
should have been—was his wife, Abi-
gail. Walt Whitman said:

A man is a great thing upon the earth, and
through eternity—but every jot of the great-
ness of man is unfolded out of woman.

I am reading the book also. I have
had three copies given to me, three
copies of this new book by David
McCullough, the book titled ‘‘John
Adams.”

He is, to a very considerable extent,
in the shadows. Some years ago I read
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his ‘“Thoughts On Government.”” He
distributed these writings to the Fram-
ers at the convention in those critical
days, and the Framers, I think, were
wise in reading the words by Adams
and I think their work, their work
product, reflected the thoughts of John
Adams.

One of the great books I have read in
my lifetime was ‘“The Path Between
The Seas’ by David McCullough, about
the Panama Canal. David McCullough
was kind enough to send me a copy of
the book. The Senator who delivered it
to me also autographed it. That Sen-
ator was Ted Kennedy. So I prize that
book. But I thank the distinguished
Senator from Nevada.

Mr. REID. Will the Senator yield.

I am glad you mentioned Abigail
Adams for the wonderful letters the
two of them wrote for each other. Here
he was going to become President of
the United States—he thought. He
wasn’t quite sure, you will find, as you
get through the book. He wound up
winning that election by three votes
over Thomas Jefferson.

The letters from the very beginning,
from Abigail to John, are wonderful. I
mean, you could put those letters to-
gether—I am sure we have only seen a
few of them that David McCullough se-
lected. But they were love Iletters.
These two people were madly in love
with each other from the time they
started writing, when he went away to
do his government stuff, clear across
the ocean. They would wait months,
sometimes, to get answers to letters
they had written. But I was terribly
struck by the letter she wrote to John
Adams when he learned he was going to
be President of the United States. In
this letter she expressed her love for
this man that she couldn’t bear to be
away from, and that they would be to-
gether soon.

So you are absolutely right. John
Adams could not have made it but for
Abigail.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I thank
the Senator.

Mr. DOMENICI.
yield?

Mr. BYRD. Yes, I am happy to yield.

Mr. DOMENICI. I was present indeed
at your invitation for that wonderful
event. The reason I rise is to express to
you what a great institution the Sen-
ate is, but the reason I say it to you is
that over time you have, more than
anyone else here, continually reminded
people such as me what a great institu-
tion the Senate is. And you know, if
you are not steeped in history, like I
wasn’t, or if you really didn’t spend a
lot of time other than in normal
schooling on the constitutional frame-
work, then you don’t know about the
heroes of the Senate. You may only
know that the Senate is over there in
Washington. But, essentially, when the
Senator from West Virginia and the
Senator from New Mexico, about 6 or 7
weeks ago got up on the floor and de-
bated—I think the Senator from West
Virginia wanted 3 hours and got 3
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hours—on the issue of whether the
Budget Act of the United States, a
statute, in this instance, changed the
basic Jeffersonian rules of the Senate
or not, which the Senate voted with
this Senator saying it did—50-49 is my
recollection—I recall how passionate
you were about reminding everyone
what the rules of the Senate meant to
the rights of the American people, to
have their issues debated as long as the
Senator, under the rules, could get
them debated.

Who would have thought that was an
important thing, until you figure out
what they really had in mind for the
Senate.

We are a very different institution
than the House. Sometimes we get into
arguments and deride each other—the
House does this, the Senate does that,
the upper and the lower, whatever the
people say. But the truth is we are tied
inextricably to the notion of there
being sovereign States that make up
America.

As a Senator, you find a way to tie
that into the Senate and what we do;
to the fact that the States have a tre-
mendous amount of authority and au-
tonomy in the United States. That is
the way it is and should be. You rep-
resent your State and I represent mine.
In a very real sense, we are permitted
to do that because of what our Found-
ing Fathers sacrificed to put the Sen-
ate into this basic governance ap-
proach.

Remind us, once again, of our origins
and how important the Senate is, how
much it was debated, of the great con-
cern there was, and then to bring it
current, as you do frequently, remind-
ing us of what we are and who we are.
I think it requires that somebody from
way off in New Mexico congratulate
you for how you do that.

What you had to say about the Sen-
ate, not just today but over these
years, will be for however long we exist
and clearly will never be forgotten as
part of our fabric.

I am very pleased to be here as that
fabric is woven by the distinguished
Senator from West Virginia.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, a long
time ago, I was a boy in the coal fields
of southern West Virginia. My coal
miner dad bought a fiddle for me.
There was a lad in that coal mining
community named Emanuel Manchini.
I remember that little boy and his fam-
ily. In those coal camps were Hun-
garian families, Czechoslovakians, Ger-
mans, Scotch, Italians, and Greeks.
This little boy, Emanuel Manchini,
also had a fiddle. We took lessons to-
gether at the high school.

So I have often listened to and
looked at my friend here—this man of
Roman stock. My, what a heritage he
has. I don’t know where his forbears
may have originated—whether it was
in the Apennines Mountains, or along
the shore of the Tyrrhenian Sea, or the
Adriatic or the Po Valleys, or on the
boot of Italy. But there were stalwart
people in that Roman Senate. I often
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speak to Senator DOMENICI about the
Roman Senate; what a great Senate.

Again, I refer to Majorian, the Em-
peror of the West in 457 A.D. As he was
being made Emperor, he said he was ‘“‘a
prince who still glories in the name of
‘Senator’.”

I thank the Senator for his reminis-
cing time. I also thank the Senator
from Nevada. I have been blessed by
serving with both of these Senators.

——
ENERGY AND WATER DEVELOP-
MENT  APPROPRIATIONS ACT,

2002—Continued

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nevada.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, what is the
matter now pending before the Senate?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. H.R. 2311.

AMENDMENT NO. 980

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the substitute
amendment be agreed to, the bill, as
amended, be considered original text
for the purpose of further amendment,
and that no points of order be waived
by this request.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Without objection, it is so ordered.

The clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Nevada [Mr. REID] for
Mr. BYRD and Mr. STEVENS, Dproposes an
amendment numbered 980.

(The text of the amendment is print-
ed in today’s RECORD under ‘‘Amend-
ments Submitted.”’)

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the amendment is
agreed to.

The amendment (No. 980) was agreed
to.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I suggest
the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, this after-
noon we begin consideration for the
Fiscal Year 2002 Energy and Water De-
velopment Appropriations Act. The
legislation we take up today was re-
ported unanimously from the full Com-
mittee on Appropriations last Thurs-
day.

Before I begin my description of the
contents of this bill, I want to share
one strongly felt opinion with my col-
leagues. It is my opinion, I believe—I
have a real suspicion that Senator
DOMENICI, the ranking member of the
subcommittee, will agree—that this
subcommittee has always been among
the most bipartisan in the Senate.

As I look back over the time that my
role was filled by Bennett Johnston, I
know he and Senator DOMENICI had an
outstanding relationship. They worked
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very closely together. This bill was al-
ways one of the first to come up. This
bill is the second to come up this ap-
propriations cycle. I have tried—and I
have no doubt, based on my experience
with Senator DOMENICI, that he has
tried—to be as bipartisan as possible on
this bill. Despite the unusual cir-
cumstances this year with the shift in
power of the Senate, this tradition has
continued unabated.

My friend, the senior Senator from
New Mexico, and I have, with the tire-
less efforts of our very professional and
good staff, produced a bill that we ac-
knowledge is not perfect. But it ad-
dresses the important issues facing our
Nation. There are many important
issues we are dealing with in this legis-
lation.

We received 300 more requests than
last year on this bill. It is certainly
fair to say that there have been over
1,000. Most requests were to enhance
new funding for water projects within
the Corps of Engineers, an organization
the administration cut by 14 percent in
its budget request this year. We have
done in this bill as much as we can on
a bipartisan basis to enhance the fund-
ing for these water projects.

Mr. President, you are a new member
in the Senate. I think a lot of people
who are new to the Senate and people
outside the Senate would question
water projects. Why do we need water
projects? Are these things you throw to
a House Member in his district to make
him or her feel good? These water
projects are essential to the country.
There is criticism given to the water
projects. We have added $400 million to
the budget of the Corps of Engineers,
$64 million to the Bureau of Reclama-
tion.

I wish we could give three times that
much to each organization. But with
these additional funds, we have tried to
accommodate as many requests and
priorities as possible.

Let me give you a few examples of
these water projects and why they are
important. For the examples that I
give, I will be very succinct. There are
hundreds and hundreds of projects in
this country that are life-and-death
projects.

One is in the State of Nevada: Flood
control. There are people who write all
over the country: REID got pork for Las
Vegas; flood control. People think: It
never rains in Las Vegas. It rains 4
inches a year in Las Vegas—4 inches a
year. You can get that much rain in
other parts of the country in an hour,
certainly in a day. But we get 4 inches
a year in Las Vegas. Yet when it rains,
it can be devastating because we have
what we call cloudbursts.

Now we have 1.5 million, 1.6 million
people in that valley. When that rain
comes, it is very difficult. I can re-
member as a lieutenant governor, we
were told by the Park Service that we
were going to have to close a little fa-
cility on the Colorado River, Nelson’s
Landing. It has been there well over 100
years. We were going to have to close
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